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Rezumat 
The paper examines the level of involvement of all major stakeholder groups in the development of IFRS 9 “Financial 
Instruments” – Phase 1 through the submission of comment letters on the ED/2009/7 and also their level of 
support/opposition for the aforementioned ED. In addition, it keeps track of the degree in which the respondents’ 
concerns and complaints were integrated in the final standard.  
The findings confirmed the ever-growing interest in the subject of accounting for financial instruments. The huge 
number of comment letters submitted by all stakeholder interest groups from all over the world highlighted that fact. 
Europeans, financial institutions and their trade associations (users) reacted the most by sending the largest number of 
letters. Content analysis of the comment letters analyzed in this paper revealed split views over the ED between 
supporters and opponents. All respondents disapproved the proposals to a certain extent (with higher level of 
disagreement from financial institutions and Europeans), but they also displayed strong and widespread support for 
certain proposals/questions. Moreover, there was a satisfactory level of integration of the respondents’ opinions and 
positions in the final version of IFRS 9. 
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1. Introduction 
 
World leaders and several international bodies (G20, ECOFIN Council, Financial Stability Board, etc.), in their search 
for solutions to end the financial crisis, have identified the accounting standards on financial instruments and their 
reporting rules as one of the causes of the latest financial turmoil. Therefore, they have urged the standard-setters to 
improve the accounting and reporting rules [6]-[7].  
As a consequence, International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) has started several projects aimed at reviewing 
the accounting issues that have emerged from the crisis. The main goal is the replacement of the existing standards for 
financial instruments with new ones, less complex, more relevant and useful.  
In 2009, the IASB issued Exposure Draft – ED 2009/7 that later in the year became IFRS 9 “Financial instruments”, 
completing the first phase of the IAS 39’s reform. IFRS 9 will be complete when the other 2 phases (Impairment and 
Hedge Accounting) are released.  
This paper sets out to analyze how different stakeholders from various countries supported the accounting rules 
provided by the ED 2009/7 “Financial Instruments: Classification and Measurement” through their comment letters. It 
also analyzes the degree in which respondents’ concerns and complaints expressed through the aforementioned letters 
were taken into consideration by the IASB at the issuance of IFRS 9. The paper is intended to join the current stream of 
literature dealing with the international accounting standard-setting process (especially where financial instruments are 
concerned) by providing additional understanding of the named process. 
The paper is organized as follows: section 2 briefly describes the main findings of the relevant prior literature. In 
Section 3 research questions are developed, whereas section 4 describes the methodology. Results and a discussion of 
the analysis follow in section 5. Section 6 concludes. 
 
2. Literature review 
 
A significant stream of accounting literature addresses the subject of lobbying and constituent participation in the 
accounting standard-setting process. Lobbying is all actions taken by interested parties to influence a rule-making body 
[23].  
Initially, all the studies focused on the lobbying activities in one single national jurisdiction: USA (Sutton, 1984, 
Tandy&Wilburn, 1996, Elbannan&McKinley, 2006), UK (Sutton, 1984, Georgiou, 2002, Georgiou, 2005), Australia 
(Ang et al, 2000) or Canada (Durocher et al, 2007). After the IASC (subsequently IASB) has emerged as a global 
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standard setter, an important body of accounting literature has started to analyze lobbying activities and behaviour 
towards the IASB (Larson, 2007, Richardson&Eberlein, 2011).  
Numerous studies examine the motives of companies and individuals to lobby accounting standards (for corporate 
lobbying see Watts&Zimmerman, 1986 Georgiou, 2005; for accounting profession lobbying see Georgiou, 2002, 
Jorrissen et al, 2006). Durocher et al, 2007, make a summary of the reasons behind the constituent’s decision to 
participate in the standard-setting process, such as the proposal’s influence on the manager’s expected utility (economic 
consequences), the benefits expected from participation, the perceived costs, the perceived capacity to influence the 
outcome, etc. 
Other studies focus on the type of lobbying pressure to which standard setters are subjected and the intensity of the 
lobbyists’ arguments [22]. MacArthur, 1996 explores the cultural factors that influence lobbyists’ arguments. 
Kenny&Larson, 1993 and Hansen, 2011 examine the effectivness of their lobbying. Hansen’s findings are that 
lobbying success is positively related to the ability of the lobbyist to provide information to the IASB and associated 
with the impact that the lobbyists have on the viability of the IASB, measured by their financial contributions and the 
size of the capital market in their home country.  
Most of these studies use the analysis of comment letters submitted to the standard setters. In this context, the lobbyists 
are all parties who submit a comment letter in response to the standard setter’s exposure drafts: preparers, users, 
accounting profession, regulators, academics. 
Some studies focus on the preparers. Sutton, 1984 concludes that producers of financial statements are more likely to 
lobby than consumers of such statements and also large producers are more likely to lobby than small producers. Other 
studies explore the participation and perception of users of financial statements. Georgiou, 2010, argues that users’ 
participation is not as low as some studies suggest and the major factor inhibiting users from participating is the cost of 
lobbying. 
Some authors address the subject of academic community participation at the due process. The low rate of participation 
is explained by Tandy&Wilburn, 1996, as the lack of understanding or interest in this process, and the low expectations 
of affecting the standard setter’s decisions. Larson&Herz, 2011 identify language barriers in combination with 
sometimes brief comment periods that may be hindering academic participation from non-English speakers. 
Our paper joins the existing stream of accounting literature examining the constituents’ participation in the 
development of an IFRS by the IASB based on the analysis of comment letters. It brings additional understanding of 
the standard setting process where financial instruments, one of the most debated and complex accounting standards are 
concerned. 
 
3. Research questions 
 
Researchers in this field [4] have identified several ways in which companies and individuals may attempt to influence 
the development of a particular financial reporting standard. This paper primarily explores the involvement through 
comment letters written in response to the IASB’s issuance of EDs. Cortese et al, 2010 argue that the comments letters 
comprise the public discourse and focal point for the critical analysis of the international accounting standard setting 
process. 
Taking into account the fact that ED/2009/7 Financial instruments: Classification and measurement was issued as part 
of the IFRS 9 project, a standard with international applicability, we considered important to analyze not only the 
positions of different stakeholders to the issuance of IFRS 9, but also the geographic areas from where the letters were 
submitted. That is why we grouped the respondents in two ways: firstly, we divided them according to their interests in: 
accounting profession, users, preparers, regulators and others [16]-[2]; secondly, we grouped them by country and by 
continent. Accordingly, we defined several research questions. 
RQ1 Did accounting profession, users, preparers, regulators and others write comment letters to IASB on the subject of 
financial instruments: classification and measurement (IFRS 9 – phase 1)? 
RQ2 Did respondents from Africa, Asia, Australia and Oceania, Europe, North America and South America write 
comment letters to IASB on the subject of financial instruments: classification and measurement (IFRS 9 – phase 1)? 
Therefore, RQ1 and RQ2 defined the profile of the respondents. 
RQ3 Did accounting profession, users, preparers, regulators and others support, through comment letters to IASB, the 
ED/2009/7 Financial instruments: classification and measurement? 
RQ4 Did respondents from Africa, Asia, Australia and Oceania, Europe, North America and South America support, 
through comment letters to IASB, the ED/2009/7 Financial instruments: classification and measurement? 
RQ3 and RQ4 defined the level of agreement or disagreement displayed by respondents. 
The next paragraphs more fully detail the research questions and their justification. 
In our research, the accounting profession comprises professional accounting bodies (IFAC members), public 
accounting firms and other accounting groups. Their participation in the accounting standard setting process is of 
common knowledge because they have traditionally provided important resources to IASC/IASB in the form of 
finance, personnel, technical expertise, and members for many of the IASC/IASB’s committees [3]. Some authors [18] 
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argue that their participation via comment letters is a political resource to create the image of professionalism or a form 
of advertising. 
In our paper, users include financial institutions and their trade associations. While some authors [2] argue that this 
group of stakeholders may be considered both users and prepares, for the purpose of this paper we followed the 
traditional view [16] according to which financial institutions are users because of their investing and investment 
advising activities. Accounting standard setters value their input and ask them to clearly state their needs by clearly 
commenting on them [20].  
Preparers include non-financial corporations, their trade associations and actuaries. Their strong engagement in 
lobbying on accounting standards is motivated mostly by the revenue and earnings pressures on top management or by 
the consequences on management compensations [28]. 
Regulators consist of accounting standard setters, stock exchange regulators and other government entities. National 
accounting standard setters have always been considered key constituents by the IASB [22]. Also, the international 
board has been aware of the significant role played by regulators in achieving the main IASB’s objective: high quality 
global standards and has paid special attention to their opinions [13]. 
Others are represented mainly by the academic community and individuals whose affiliation could not be clearly 
established. The academics’ participation in the IASB’s standard setting process trough the submission of comment 
letters has been constant over the years, but their overall response rate has remained low [17]. 
 
4. Methodology (data source, sample and data analysis)  
 
In order to achieve the goal of analyzing constituents’ involvement in the process of developing an IFRS, we focused 
on the comment letters published on the IASB’s website (http://www.ifrs.org) for the 1
st phase of the IFRS 9 project – 
ED/2009/7 “Financial instruments: classification and measurement”. Additional data on corporations was obtained 
from respondents’ websites.  
The total number of letters submitted was 246. We could not access one letter due to the file being corrupted (CL27). In 
addition, one respondent sent two letters (Association of Danish Mortgage Banks). Therefore, the final number of 
comment letters analyzed was 244. 
Content analysis was used to analyze all 244 letters. Responses to the 15 questions provided by the ED/2009/7 were 
assessed using a scoring system that took into account the level of agreement or disagreement (agreement, partial 
agreement/disagreement, disagreement). There were a significant number of questions that were not answered by the 
respondents. We included them into the “no comment” category.  
After the initial assessment was made, we revisited a random sample of 25 letters (approximately 10% of all) and found 
no significant differences from the initial analysis. 
In our analysis, the agreement for a question was expressed as a simple „yes” response, except for questions 3, 6, 9, 14 
and 15 where „no” meant support for the approach proposed in the ED. When the respondent was undecided or had 
doubts about the outcome of a certain proposal or there was no general agreement among members of the same 
respondent, we coded the answer as partial agreement or partial disagreement. The „no comment” category was 
supported by arguments such as: no direct effect of the proposal on the respondent, and refuse to provide feed-back 
until the outcome of the other 2 phases would be known. We did not exclude this category from our analysis as most of 
the times we considered it a signal of the importance the respondents paid to certain proposals. 
  
5.Results  
 
5.1 Profile of respondents 
 
Respondents from over 34 countries and several stakeholder interest groups submitted their responses to the 15 
questions provided by the IASB through the ED/2009/7. This huge interest is not surprising because all projects related 
to financial instruments have always been the centre of public debates in accounting and the financial crisis has only 
magnified the interest. Chatham et al (2010) argued that the Financial Instruments Discussion Paper (1997) on IAS 39 
Financial Instruments: Recognition and Measurement was the first standard to elicit a record number of 172 comment 
letters in a moment when the average number of letters received by the IASB for an ED was slightly over 50.  
Of the 244 letters, 116 (47%) were sent by the users of the financial statements that we identified as financial 
institutions (59 letters – 24% of total letters) and financial trade associations (57 letters – 23%) (Table 1).  
Although several researchers found that users participation through comment letters was not very significant as 
measured in number of letters [4]-[10], the results of our research contradicted the prior literature. 
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Table 1. Respondents by Stakeholder and by Continent 
Users  Continent Accoun-
ting 
profe-
ssion 
Regu-
lators  FI FTA 
Prepa-
rers 
Others Total  Percent-
age      
(%) 
European Union (EU)  20  9  27  25  14  5  100  40,98 
Pan-European  2  3     8  3     16  6,56 
Non-EU     1  2  2  3     8  3,28 
Total Europe  22  13  29  35  20  5  124  50,82 
Africa  2           1  1  4  1,64 
Asia 5  10  7  7  4  3  36  14,75 
Australia and Oceania  3  4  8  2  4     21  8,61 
North  America  4 6  15  12  6 13 56  22,95 
South America     1     1     1  3  1,23 
Total  36 34  59  57  35  23 244 100 
Percentage   15 14  24  23  14  9 100    
 
The difference might be explained by the type of constituents included in the „users” category (some authors classified 
financial institutions as preparers while others considered them both users and preparers). Another explanation might 
reside in the importance of financial instruments for financial institutions (and consequently, their trade associations) 
that contributed to their huge concerns. Therefore, we consider the result neither surprising, nor troublesome.  
In addition, the large number of letters from trade associations was not unexpected and could be explained by cost 
considerations. Trade associations act as a medium by helping to spread the costs among individuals or individual 
organizations [2].  
The accounting profession, consisting of 18 professional accounting bodies – all IFAC members, 9 public accounting 
firms, and 9 other accounting groups – such as Association of International Accountants, Federation des Experts 
Comptables Europeens, comes 2nd with 36 letters (15%) and is closely followed by preparers (35 letters – 14%) and 
regulators (34 letters – 14%). The last stakeholder interest group is represented by the others with 23 letters (9%). 
In terms of participation of non-financial corporations and their trade associations (31 letters and 13% of total), the 
situation has reversed from the Financial Instruments Discussion Paper (1997) analyzed by Chatham et al, 2010, which 
has shown a greater number of letters and percentage of non-financial corporations – 60 and 36% of total, as compared 
to financial institutions and their trade associations – 45 and 27%. Again, this could be explained by the major use and 
promotion of financial instruments by the financial institutions.  
Overall, RQ1 is supported. All major stakeholder interest groups participated significantly in the development of IFRS 
9 through their comment letters on ED/2009/7.  
The geographic analysis showed that most of the letters came from the EU (100 – 40.98%), USA (41-16.80%), 
Australia (18 – 7.38%) and Japan (15 – 6.15%). Europe alone, including non-EU countries and Pan-European 
respondents, provided half of the total number of letters (124 – 50.82%) (see Table 1). 
The most numerous group of respondents from a single country came from the US (41 letters – 16.80% of total), 
closely followed by UK (39 letters – 15.98%). Other countries that frequently provided respondents were: Canada and 
France (14 – 5.74%), Spain (12 – 4.92%), Germany (10 – 4.10%), Switzerland (8 – 3.28%) and India (7 – 2.87%).  
By continents, Europe dominated through the largest number of letters – 124 and 50.82% of all, North America came 
2nd with 56 letters and 22.95%, and Asia came 3rd with 36 and 14.75% (Table 1). Anglo-Saxon countries (USA, UK, 
Canada, Australia and New Zealand) provided 115 letters (47.13%), almost half of total numbers. In addition, few 
countries provided the majority of the comment letters (8 countries supplied almost 67% of all letters). Eastern-
European countries provided only 1 response (a financial trade association from Czech Republic).  
These results are consistent with other studies [2]-[16]. Therefore, RQ2 is supported; respondents from all continents 
provided their perspective on classification and measurement of financial instruments.  
 
5.2 Approval or disapproval of ED/2009/7 
 
ED/2009/7 comprised 15 questions related to its proposals on classification and measurement grouped in 8 topics. The 
majority of the respondents followed the general structure of the questions provided by the ED/2009/7. Also, the 
majority responded to all questions, but some responded only to questions considered of most interest. Some letters 
only provided general comments or an overall opinion and did not address any specific question.  
As shown in Table 2, 60% of respondents either agreed or disagreed with the ED’s proposals. 13% were undecided 
while 27% chose not to comment. If no comment were to be excluded from the analysis, 82% would agree or disagree 
and only 18% would show partial agreement or disagreement. Therefore, the participants had a well-defined opinion 
for or against the ED’s proposals. More interestingly, under both scenarios (no comments included and no comments 
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excluded) the percentage of disagreements (34% for the 1st scenario and 47% for the 2nd) surpasses the percentage of 
agreements (26% and 36%). 
 
Table 2. Support of ED/2009/7 by Stakeholder Groups 
Agree-ment Disagree-
ment 
Partial 
agreement/ 
disagreement 
No  comment  Total 
Respondents by interest 
groups 
NoA  % NoA  % NoA  % NoA  % NoA  % 
Accounting  profession  233  40 179  31 133  23  31  5 576 100 
Users  410  22 703  38 201  11 542  29  1856 100 
Preparers  138 25  190 34 58 10  174 31  560  100 
Regulators  167 31  191 35 84 15  102 19  544  100 
Others  72 20 59 16 23  6  214 58  368  100 
Total  1020  26 1322  34  499  13 1063  27 3904  100 
NoA = number of answers 
 
A deeper analysis revealed the principles/proposals that raised the most approval or disapproval. The most supported 
ones were: 
-the application of the fair value option for reducing/ eliminating accounting mismatches (question 5 - Q5), which was 
supported by 60% of respondents; 
-the inadequacy of the alternative approaches (Q14 and Q15) that elicited strong disapproval among respondents who 
saw no particular merit in them and, thus, supported the proposed ED’s approach; 
-the decision-usefulness of the proposed mixed attribute (Q1), which was favored by 47% of participants. 
The proposals that raised the most vehement disagreement regarded: 
-the adequacy of the proposed guidance on the criteria suggested for the amortized cost category of financial 
instruments (Q2). 69% of all  respondents disagreed with the guidance; 
-the prohibition of the reclassification of financial assets and liabilities between the amortized cost and fair value 
categories (Q7). 58% of comment letters were against it; 
-the appropriateness of the two conditions proposed for the amortized cost category (Q3). 52% of respondents 
considered other conditions to be more appropriate for amortized cost category, which showed that reactions to Q2 and 
Q3 correlated to a high degree; 
-the accounting treatment applicable to contractually subordinated interests (i.e. tranches) (Q4b). 51% of respondents 
were against such treatment. 
The question with the highest level of partial agreement of partial disagreement was Q10 regarding equity instruments 
measured at fair value through Other Comprehensive Income (OCI) (32% partially agreed or disagreed). This was 
explained by the fact that even though the majority of respondents agreed with the first part of the question (presenting 
changes in fair values in OCI), many of them disapproved the second part (the rule about dividends or realized 
gains/losses being recognized in OCI without recycling into earnings). 
The „no comment” category was the most used for the questions dealing with alternative approaches (Q14, Q15), 
investments in tranches (Q4b) and additional disclosures required for an early application of IFRS 9 (Q12). Many 
respondents refused to provide feedback until the outcome of the other 2 projects would be known. 
In regards to RQ3, the accounting profession had the most obvious support for ED/2009/7 (Table 2). 40% of their 
answers were agreements. Also, they were the group with the smallest number of no comments, which is not surprising 
considering their activities, interests and level of expertise. The financial institutions were the ones who most strongly 
opposed the ED (38% of all their answers coded as disagreements). Preparers had similar reactions. Regulators were 
more divided but they leaned toward opposition (35% disagreements against 31% agreements). The others were the 
only group, after accounting profession, to lean more toward support (20% agreements compared to 16% 
disagreements).  
The highest number of undecided answers came from the accounting profession (23%), followed by regulators (15%), 
while the others occupied the last place mainly due to the highest rate of no comments (58%) of all respondents.  
The alternative approaches (Q14 and Q15) were strongly disapproved by the accounting profession (more than 80% of 
their responses) who showed the biggest support for fair value option (Q5) – 69%.  Regulators came 2
nd with 68% of 
agreement for fair value option, while users and preparers were almost tied at 59%-57%. In this context, the positive 
reaction toward the amortized cost’s decision-usefulness (more than 50% from the accounting profession, preparers and 
regulators) reconfirmed the respondents’ agreement regarding the two-measurement-category approach.  
Overall, RQ3 is not supported. The percentage of agreements (26%) is below the level of disagreements and partial 
agreements/ disagreements (47%). Nevertheless, the level of support differs from one stakeholders’ interest group to 
another, the accounting profession showing the biggest support.  
In regards to RQ4, constituents from Africa (59% - Table 3) had the most positive attitude toward the ED but this result 
should be analyzed in relation to the reduced number of comment letters from this continent (2% of all). 
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Table 3. Support of ED/2009/7 by Continents 
Africa Asia  Australia  Europe  Continents 
NoA  % NoA  % NoA  % NoA  % 
Agreement  38 59  126 22  94 28  480 24 
Disagreement  13 20  156 27  85 25  806 41 
Partial agree-
ment/disagreement  13 20  66 11  41 12  288 15 
No comment  0  0  228  40  118  35  408  21 
Total  64 100  576 100  338 100  1982 100 
North 
America 
South 
America  Total    
Continents 
NoA  % NoA  % NoA  %    
Agreement  271 30  11 23  1020 26     
Disagreement  254 28  8 17  1322 34     
Partial agreement/ 
disagreement 87  10  4  8  499  13     
No  comment  284 32  25 52  1063 27     
Total  896 100  48 100  3904 100   
NoA = number of answers     
 
The strongest opposition came from Europe (41%) and this result is highly significant because Europeans sent the 
largest number of comment letters. Also, this followed a tradition in terms of the European attitude toward accounting 
standards for financial instruments, prior studies having reached the same conclusions (according to Chatham et al, 
2010, European countries had higher disapproval levels than non-European respondents). The only other continent that 
leaned toward disapproval was Asia, all others leaning slightly toward approval. Moreover, Australia and North 
America were the continents with the most balanced views, while Asia and South America provided a significant 
percentage of no comments. 
Fair value option (Q5) was strongly supported by all continents (North America – 66%, Asia and Australia – 62%, 
Europe – 61%). The questions regarding the proposed guidance for amortized cost (Q2), the prohibition of 
reclassification (Q7) and the accounting treatment of equity instruments (Q8) were disapproved by more than 60% of 
respondents from Europe, North America, Asia and South America. Overall, RQ4 is partially supported. Respondents 
from Africa, Australia, North and South America displayed a greater level of approval for ED/2009/7 than respondents 
from Europe and Asia who leaned more toward disapproval. 
We tried to correlate the continents’ reaction to the position adopted by their representatives in the IASB. At the time of 
IFRS 9 adoption, the IASB had 15 members: 5 from Europe, 4 from North America, 3 from Asia and 1 from Australia, 
Africa and South America, respectively. 13 of them voted for IFRS 9 and 2 voted against it. Both of them were North-
Americans and considered fair value the most relevant and useful measurement attribute for all financial assets, 
disagreeing with the mixed-attribute approach. While European respondents were the most “vocal” against some 
principles in the ED, their representatives in the IASB did not oppose IFRS 9 at all. This might be due to the fact that 
IFRS 9 contains some important differences from the ED/2009/7. Therefore, one might suggest that the IASB took into 
consideration the complaints expressed through comment letters when drafting the final IFRS 9 version, making some 
necessary adjustments and improvements. Table 4 shows the ED’s proposals that were changed by the IASB in IFRS 9. 
Considering that the IASB altered the initial proposals or changed them for all questions where our analysis showed a 
level of disagreement greater than 50% (Q2, Q7, Q3 and Q4b), we may say that the comment letters were quite 
successful in influencing the final outcome: IFRS 9. Nevertheless, it is highly significant that as far as the proposals in 
Q6 and Q4a were concerned (for these questions the level of disapproval was 42% and 39%), the IASB maintained its 
initial position by retaining the ED’s rules. Therefore, IFRS 9 retains the limitation on the use of fair value option (Q6) 
and the proposal to classify hybrid instruments in their entirety in accordance with the classification criteria used for all 
other financial instruments (Q4a). 
 
6. Conclusions 
 
The goal of this paper was to determine the level of involvement from all major stakeholder groups in the development 
of IFRS 9 through the submission of comment letters on the ED/2009/7 and their level of support/opposition of the 
proposals provided by the aforementioned ED. In addition, it aimed at keeping track of the degree in which the 
respondents’ concerns and complaints were integrated in the final standard. 
The findings confirmed the ever-growing interest in the subject of accounting for financial instruments, interest that 
was significantly fuelled by the crisis of the financial markets. The huge number of comment letters submitted by all 
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stakeholder interest groups from all over the world highlighted that fact. Still, Europeans, financial institutions and their 
trade associations reacted the most by sending the largest number of letters. 
 
Table 4. Main changes of IFRS 9 from the ED/2009/7 
ED/2009/7 IFRS  9 
Q2 – Is the guidance on amortized cost criteria sufficient 
and operational? 
69% of all respondents asked for clearer description of 
the 2 conditions and for more examples. 
IFRS 9 amends the way in which both conditions are 
described. New examples on the the principles applied to 
various fact patterns are added. 
Q3 – Would other conditions be more appropriate for 
amortized cost category? 
More than half of the respondents considered the 
business model to be the most important criterion. 
IFRS 9 retains the ED proposed model, but modifies the 
description of the two conditions and changes the order 
in which they should be assessed: the business model 
(used instead of the original “managed on a contractual 
yield basis”) has the primacy over the asset’s terms. 
Q4b – Should only the most senior tranche in 
contractually linked instruments qualify for amortized 
cost? 
51% of respondents disagreed and expressed worries 
about the consequence of this exception on the overall 
classification approach. 
IFRS 9 allows investors in such instruments to “look 
through” to the underlying pool of instruments to identify 
the assets generating the cash flows, therefore permitting 
any tranches that are not more leveraged than the 
underlying pool to be eligible for amortized cost. 
Q7 – Should the reclassification between amortized cost 
and fair value categories be prohibited? 
58% of all respondents opposed the prohibition due to the 
fact that the business model might change in time. 
IFRS 9 requires an entity to reclassify financial assets 
between the 2 categories when the entity changes its 
business model. 
Q10 – Should changes in fair value of strategic equity 
investments be presented in OCI? What about dividends 
on such instruments? Should recycling amounts from 
OCI to profit or loss be profibited? 
39% of all respondents said no, while 32% partially 
agreed/disagreed (they agreed with the first part of the 
question, but opposed the dividends’ rule and the 
recycling).  
IFRS 9 retains rules on recognizing changes in fair value 
of strategic equity investments in OCI. IFRS 9 does not 
allow any recycling on disposal of such instruments.  
IFRS 9 permits the recognition of dividends in profit or 
loss. 
Q8 – Should all equity investments be measured at fair 
value? 
Many respondents (40%) said no mostly due to the fact 
that for some investments it would be very difficult, if not 
impossible, to determine a reliable fair value. 
IFRS 9 requires all equity investments to be measured at 
fair value, but the IASB claims to have addressed all 
concerns raised by respondents in IFRS 13 Fair Value 
Measurement. 
Q9 – Does the cost of gathering information to determine 
fair value exceed the benefits? 
48% of respondents said yes. 
The IASB claims to have addressed this concern in IFRS 
13 Fair Value Measurement. 
 
Content analysis of the 244 comment letters analyzed in this paper revealed split views over the ED between supporters 
and opponents. All respondents disapproved the proposals to a certain extent (with higher level of disagreement from 
users and Europeans), but they also displayed strong and widespread support for certain proposals/questions. The 
European reaction was in particular not surprising, given the low degree of acceptability among European authorities 
for the accounting standards dealing with financial instruments and their refusal to adopt all of IAS 39 [25]. In addition, 
many respondents asked for clarifications, improvements and adjustments that might change their current position from 
partial agreement or partial disagreement to full agreement. Also, some participants announced they would rather wait 
for the completion of the IFRS 9 project before providing their views or that they expected to change their position 
after the 2nd and 3rd phased would be complete. 
Moreover, our analysis showed a satisfactory level of integration of the respondents’ complaints in the final standard. 
75% of the proposals comprised in the ED’s questions for which the level of disapproval was above 40% were changed 
or significantly amended in IFRS 9. This result confirms that involvement through comment letters is an influential tool 
available to stakeholders. 
We are aware of certain limitations of this paper. Firstly, the research method primarily used – content analysis - entails 
subjectivity especially when assessing the answers that do not clearly suggest the respondent’s agreement or 
disagreement. Secondly, it considers only one part of the accounting standard-setting due process, the comment letters. 
Future research is necessary to explore the other lobbying means available to stakeholders. Also, further research might 
examine the comment letters submitted for the 2nd and 3rd phase of IFRS 9 project and the degree in which they were 
integrated in the final standard.  
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